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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Discussed a terminal disclaimer for the double patenting rejections. 
Discussed how the Arrieta and Fuller references do not lock the valve in an intermediate position between fully open 
and fully closed. Examiner agrees with this in principle, but not completely convinced that these inventions could not 
be made to do so, or if it would be obvious to modify these inventions to do so. Discussed possibly modifying the claim 
language to include other aspects of the invention, but could not agree on exactly how to do so. Discussed the newly 
added claims and will have to research those claims for patentability particularly with reference to EGR systems. 



